This paper presents a theoretical account for how learners might draw upon L1 lexical and conceptual knowledge when making assumptions about connections between words in the L2 lexicon. It is suggested that L1 lexical knowledge can be both a help and a hindrance when forming L2 connections, particularly in respect to collocations. Furthermore, some of the commonly-held assumptions about the significance of paradigmatic and syntagmatic connections for L2 lexical development are challenged in light of the theoretical proposals presented in the paper.
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L1 LEXICAL/CONCEPTUAL NETWORKS
This paper presents some preliminary arguments regarding the role of L1 lexical and conceptual knowledge as they relate to the structuring of L2 lexical networks. Although few researchers would deny that L1 lexical/ conceptual knowledge has a strong influence on L2 lexical knowledge, the exact nature of the connection has not been adequately addressed in the SLA research literature. It is hoped that the ideas presented in this paper might provide us with a useful framework for more focused investigation.
A good place to start is by asking ourselves what knowledge L2 learners bring to a task when they start to grapple with an L2. It is certain that post-pubescent L2 learners are already in possession of a highly sophisticated and structured L1 lexicon. This lexical structure is further bolstered by a similarly sophisticated understanding of conceptual and experiential knowledge that indicates to the learner how the concepts associated with the forms in the language (be it an L1 or an L2) can be connected to each other. Surely, this L1 lexical/conceptual knowledge has a massive influence on how the learner structures connections between words in an L2. Furthermore, there is no logical reason to believe that they relinquish their knowledge of this structure when they initially approach an L2. On the contrary, it seems highly unlikely that they begin structuring L2 lexical knowledge from scratch when presented with new L2 lexical items.
Not only does this idea of a clean start conflict with the basic principles of learning (see for example Ausubel 1968) , it would also be tremendously inefficient. This is not to suggest that our L1 lexical/conceptual knowledge will invariably allow us to assimilate new L2 words correctly into the L2 mental lexicon, but it does allow us to make some pretty sound assumptions about what might be possible combinations of words in the L2. For example, we can safely assume that any human language has a way of expressing certain emotions as well as phenomena that can be observed in the physical world: rain descends from the sky, the sun gives off light and warmth, and the water in rivers usually moves in the same direction. In the languages I am familiar with, I know the combination of lexical items that are used to express these observations. I do not know, however, how to express rain falling, the sun shining, or a river flowing in many other languages. Yet I have no doubt that every language has a succinct way to describe these phenomena.
What this means for the L2 learner is that a complex set of assumptions for assimilating and structuring L2 lexical knowledge is already well in place before they learn their first word in the L2. These assumptions are generated from the sophisticated network that s/he has acquired through knowledge of concepts and his or her L1. This L1 lexical/conceptual structure is useful for building L2 lexical networks, but it will also sometimes provide learners with misinformation about allowable combinations of L2 words. Much of this misinformation will originate from combinations of words that are used to express underlying concepts in the L1. This is very similar to the so-called 'false friends' phenomenon described in the lexical acquisition research literature (see for example Laufer 1991) , in which a learner incorrectly assumes that an apparent cognate (or loan word) in their L1 can be used in the same way in the L2. Similarly, a learner who produces unusual collocations or combinations of words in the L2 is probably relying too heavily on L1 collocational knowledge.
Any teacher who has a working language of their students' L1 is bound to have observed this type of behavior. For example, it is quite common for Japanese learners of English to describe a room as narrow or wide, rather than small or big. This is true even if they know the English words small and big and even if the room they were talking about were perfectly square. By assuming that they are relying on an underlying L1 lexical/conceptual structure in generating English collocations, we can easily describe how this happens on a psycholinguistic level. Drawing on her conceptual knowledge of rooms and their spatial dimensions, the learner activates the combination of lexical items used to express the relation between the concepts in her L1. In the case of a small room, this would be the lexical items semai and heya. Translating these into the L2 (in this case English), she produces an unlikely, though not wholly unacceptable, English collocation by saying 'my room is very narrow'. The net result is that despite the learner's correct conceptual assumptions, her associated L1 lexical knowledge has provided her with misinformation about the combination of L2 lexical items that are used to express the connection between these concepts in the L2. It also has to be recognized, however, that there may have been another way in which L1 knowledge inhibited this learner from combining small with room. In Japanese, the word for small (chiisai) would not normally collocate with room (heya) as frequently as narrow (semai). Therefore, the lack of knowledge of English collocations probably combined with the learner's knowledge of Japanese collocations to inhibit the production of the more acceptable expression (small room) in English.
An interesting question that arises from this is whether or not similarities between L1 and L2 lexical networks can provide learners with certain advantages in acquiring a well-developed L2 lexical network. Despite the occasional negative influence of false friends, it is widely accepted that knowledge of cognates helps learners to more rapidly acquire a larger L2 vocabulary. Is it possible that similarities between L1 and L2 lexical networks can also assist learners in acquiring knowledge of L2 connections? At the very least, we would expect similarities between lexical networks to allow certain groups of learners to make better assumptions about the target language. For example, a learner whose L1 lexical network is similar to that of native speakers of the L2 would presumably be able to rely on his or her L1 lexical network knowledge to produce appropriate L2 collocations. This does not assure that these collocations would be acquired as L2 knowledge, but we would expect this to raise the likelihood that successful acquisition might occur. In cases where the overlap between the L1 and L2 lexical networks is particularly marked, the learner might be able to bypass the L2 acquisition process altogether by simply relying on L1 lexical network knowledge. There is probably no reason to make a conscious effort to learn appropriate collocations as L2 knowledge if collocations are lexically equivalent to expressions in your L1 (say) 90 per cent of the time. Thus, it certainly seems likely that L1 lexical knowledge has a strong influence not only on vocabulary size, but also on L2 lexical network formation.
THE DEVELOPMENT OF L2 LEXICAL NETWORKS
If it is true that learners apply their L1 lexical/conceptual networks for structuring L2 lexical knowledge, then we need to seriously reconsider some of the assumptions that underlie the process of building lexical networks in an L2. Again, the basic structure of a semantic and conceptual network is already in place through L1 lexical/conceptual knowledge. This network acts as an integrated set of 'placeholders' for L2 lexical items, but the learner will still need to fill out the network with L2 words. In some cases their existing L1 lexical/conceptual network will suffice, and slotting L2 lexical items into the network will be fairly straightforward. In other cases, however, the network itself will need fundamental restructuring in order to accommodate divergent properties. In this section I would like to examine what types of connections between words might be easily recognized through existing L1 lexical/conceptual networks, and what types of connections will require alterations to the network structure to deal with L2-specific connections.
To begin addressing this problem, I would like to tease apart the two elements of the L1 lexical/conceptual structure that I have so far treated as integrated. Assume for the moment that conceptual networks display (more or less) universal properties reflecting common human experiences and knowledge of the physical world. If this is correct, then we would not expect learners to make vastly different assumptions about conceptual connections when processing language in an L2 than native speakers would (except perhaps in the case of cultural differences). In my example of the Japanese learner above, the conceptual network provided her with good information. It was her L1 lexical network that misled her. This marginal distinction between conceptual knowledge and L1 lexical knowledge underlies the basic difference in determining which connections can be made with the existing network, and which connections will need restructuring. This needs further clarification.
Conceptual knowledge allows us to make assumptions about connections between words. In some cases the words will interact with each other in order to graft elements of one word onto the other (a widely accepted idea from semantics). When this happens, a modification of meaning takes place to the concept underlying one or both of the words. A small room, for example, is not the same thing as a big room. By describing a room as small, I have not only produced an acceptable collocation in English, I have also brought the properties of one word to bear onto the properties of the other word. This could be described as 'lexical interaction' leading to 'conceptual modification'. This involves the merging of two lexical items, but the concept represented through this marriage is still a single, unified concept. A small room is a single entity, although small has altered our perception of the room. The other type of conceptual connection does not require any such modification, and the concepts could conceivably remain separate entities. This occurs when related concepts are realized through words, but the words do not interact to alter each other. For example, if we take the concept for the word room and the concept for the word office, we can see that they are clearly related. However, combining them does not produce a lexical interaction that leads to conceptual modification. Furthermore, whereas small office can only represent a single entity, office and room could refer to two distinct places.
If we go back to my main point about the lexical restructuring, it is likely that the conceptual connection between office and room is basically the same for any language user. There may be different limits on the semantic bounds of these two lexical items for particular languages, but the conceptual connection will basically be the same for anyone. Thus this type of connection will not require restructuring of the existing network. It requires knowledge of the relevant L2 lexical items, but once these are obtained the underlying conceptual connection will be adequately represented in the learner's existing network. Conceptual modification, on the other hand, depends on lexical interaction through appropriate combinations of L2 lexical items. This means that when the L1 knowledge of lexical combinations is not sufficient for informing correct lexical choices in the L2, new connections will have to be made. The Japanese learner cited above will have to restructure the network to allow for appropriate collocation in the L2. This is where the L2 lexical network begins to diverge from the existing L1 lexical/conceptual network and take on unique properties of its own. However, we would not expect significant restructuring to take place unless it were necessary given the limitations in assumptions based on the L1 lexical/conceptual network.
By now it might be obvious that one basic distinction I am talking about here is the difference between what historically have been described as paradigmatic and syntagmatic connections between words. Paradigmatically related words bear a hierarchical connection to each other, and can usually fill the same syntactic slot in a sentence. Examples include superordinates (dog ! animal), subordinates (dog ! terrier), hyponyms (dog ! cat), and so forth. Syntagmatic connections, on the other hand, exist in collocations and other types of connections which are typically from another word class, and commonly co-occur with a certain word (dog ! bite, bark, furry, etc.). If my supposition about conceptual connections and conceptual modification is correct, then it seems probable that paradigmatic connections will very rarely be involved in conceptual modification. Thus, paradigmatic connections should be easily accommodated within the learner's existing L1 lexical/conceptual network as long as the L2 lexical items are known, and the meaning of the lexical item in both languages is more or less the same. This last assumption is slightly contentious, but it is not hard to envision that learners who are introduced to the word terrier will instantly be able to recognize the conceptual connection with the word dog. As a result, the integration into the L2 network through their L1 lexical/conceptual network will be quick and easy. No substantial amount of additional L2 knowledge is required, and no restructuring of the L2 network needs to occur. The same is probably not always true for syntagmatic connections though. This is because unlike paradigmatic connections, syntagmatic connections involve lexical interaction which leads to conceptual modification. For example, I can describe a dog as furry in English. It is an acceptable collocation. It is less likely that I could describe a dog as fuzzy or frizzy, although conceptually there is no reason why these would not be allowed. If the learner's L1 makes use of any of these collocations, but does not make use of furry, then we would expect this learner's L2 lexicon to undergo restructuring in order to accommodate this idiosyncrasy between the two languages. 
CONCLUSIONS
One conclusion that we can draw from this discussion is that the process of building syntagmatic connections between words in an L2 appears to be considerably harder than the process for building paradigmatic connections. This is because adding syntagmatic connections will sometimes require restructuring of the existing network, but adding paradigmatic connections will not. However, this conclusion runs counter to research which indicates that paradigmatic responses on a word association test are indicative of a higher level of development. Piper and Leicester (1980 ), Sö derman (1993 ), and Wolter (2001 all found that higher level groups tended to produce a greater proportion of paradigmatic responses than did lower level groups. This result mirrors earlier L1 findings in studies assessing associations of small children (Brown and Berko 1960; Ervin 1961; Entwisle 1966; Palermo 1971) . This seems to form a fairly conclusive body of evidence, but Wolter (2001) went on to argue that these findings might have come about as a result of vocabulary size rather than as a result of a particular connection between knowledge of paradigmatic associations and proficiency. He noted that a large number of the paradigmatic responses produced by native speakers in his study tended to be low-frequency synonyms for the prompt word. Thus, he believed that the apparent preference for syntagmatic responses demonstrated by the group of learners in his study might have come about due to the fact that the learners simply did not know any low-frequency synonyms for the prompt words.
This last point provides me with a basis for my final argument about the process of building lexical networks in an L2. If it is true that paradigmatic connections in an L2 can be made with relative ease through existing L1 lexical/conceptual networks, then it seems that the process of building a paradigmatic L2 network is simply a matter of learning new words. This is the position taken by Vermeer (2001: 218) , who argues that there 'is no conceptual distinction between breadth and depth of word knowledge'. However, this view underestimates the complicated process of acquiring syntagmatic connections, and the fact that learners will often make collocational errors even when they are familiar with both of the words that comprise the 'proper' collocation. For example, the Japanese learner who produces the collocation narrow room undoubtedly knows the word small. Therefore, the formation of an L2 lexical network cannot be explained merely through vocabulary size, unless we restrict ourselves to paradigmatic connections.
Clearly more research will be needed, but the process of L2 network building I have described in this paper certainly seems plausible from an anecdotal perspective. When we consider the types of lexical errors learners make, it is quite uncommon to observe errors that appear to be motivated by a faulty paradigmatic connection. It is true that learners will often lack the words they need to express themselves. However, we do not often see learners make 'paradigmatic' mistakes by substituting cat or bird for dog unless they have forgotten or mistaken the meaning of dog, or they are experiencing a momentary lapse in processing (so called slips of the tongue, demonstrated by native speakers as well). We do, however, quite often see 'syntagmatic' mistakes in the form of inappropriate collocations. Again, this seems to support the view of L2 lexical network building that I have proposed here.
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